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Movement for the Restoration of Democracy in Pakistan 
Tariq Ali 


The subject which I have been asked to speak on is the Movement 
for the Restoration of Democracy in Pakistan. This is a broad subject, 
because it covers a long period of time: from 1947 to 1983. In fact, 
every movement that has taken place in Pakistan has, in effect, been 
a movement for the establishment of democracy and democratic 
norms and social justice, in some shape or form. So I hope that you 
will bear with me, and accept this broad definition of the theme, rather 
than simply talking about the present movement for the restoration of 
democracy- which I will do as well, because it is a significant move- 
ment. It is not possible to understand the movement which takes 
place today without at least trying to grasp some of the problems 
which have confronted this state since its existence. 

Now it may seem to be delving too far back into history, but I 
think it is essential to say it. No other state in the modern world has 
been bedevilled by such a permanent crisis of identity as has Pakistan. 
The founders of the state, those who founded it and developed it could 
themselves never work out exactly what this state was meant to be. 
Today, many, many years after the foundation of this state, you still 
have a debate in Pakistan which goes on in the shape of: what did 
Qaid-e-Azam Mohammad Ali Jinnah mean when he said in his address 
to the Constituent Assembly in 1947 that this was to be a state which 
did not recognise religion as a barrier? What did this statement mean? 

These debates conceal and disguise, in fact, the irrationality that 
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lay behind the creation of that state, which has since been rejected. 
The state as it existed in ’47 has been rejected, because in 1971 it 
broke up. Following that period, you had a populist attempt to bring 
about some change in that country. The central mistake made by the 
People's Party Government, the only elected government Pakistan 
has ever had in its entire history, is that they failed to understand 
that the Pakistan army, as an institution, was crucial to the mainten- 
ance of privilege and the status quo. Unless they challenged the basis 
of the army head-on, sooner or later it would overpower civil society 
again; and it did this. If there was one time when the Pakistan army 
and its style of functioning could have been changed radically, once 
and for all, It was in 1972— when the entire population was disgusted 
with what had taken place, and was prepared for a fundamental change 
in the structure of the army. Once that was not done, and the army 
was in fact used again to crush a national movement in Baluchistan, 
it soon wormed its way back into politics again— with disastrous con- 
sequences, as we see them today. 

This irrationality, which lies at the root of the very existence of 
the state, now poses fundamental problems for those who are 
governing Pakistan. With the exception of the period of the Pakistan 
People's Party in power, the two institutions that have governed 
Pakistan have been the civil service and the army. It has been impos- 
sible to create any indigenous forms of rule in Pakistan which were 
not inherited from the British. These two institutions, established by 
the Raj, carry on today governing the country-with the difference 
that now the army is much stronger. In the periods preceding military 
rule, the civil service at least shared power equally with the army. 

This brings us to the question of this third period of military rule 
which exists today in Pakistan. How long can it last? What is the 
future for the military dictator? What is the future for the army High 
Command which is running the country? And what is, after all, the 
future for the country itself? 

Now my thesis, which I have stated often (it is very stale to me 
and, I’m sure, to some of you) is this: that the ultimate irony of the 
situation in Pakistan today can be expressed in one simple formula. 
Those who were responsible for the creation of this state, the politi- 
cal party, its political leaders, the mullahs, are no longer capable of 
keeping this state together. They are the people who created it. The 
political party which created it, the Muslim League, is no longer in 
existence; there are five hundred different splinters of it. I always find 
it amusing to see that the Muslim League still exists in some of the 
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states of southern India— but that it no longer exists in Pakistan! The 
mullahs, of course, still exist, and they are very vehement supporters, 
in most cases, of the military regime; but they are not capable of 
holding the country together. 

Ironically enough, those who would be able to maintain Pakistan 
as a stable state are the forces which would favour a secular state, 
those who favour bringing democracy into the country, and those who 
favour combining these two elements with fundamental social change 
—in other words, changing the entire basis of that country. 

States come into being, and very rarely do they disintegrate. 
Pakistan is an exception in that it has partially disintegrated already. 
This is not a period of history in the modern world when states are 
formed and disintegrate with rapidity, as was the period which preced- 
ed and followed World War I. So I am not saying that these people 
will break up tomorrow; but what I am saying is that they will not be 
able to maintain this state on an indefinite basis. 

The central problem which confronts the Pakistani regime is the 
question which it thought it had got rid of when Bangladesh became 
an independent country; and that is the problem of nationalities. This 
is where they made their first mistake. Ironically enough, the three 
minority nationalities in Pakistan were relatively calm when Pakistan 
was still united, because they had the reassurance that together with 
Bengal they comprised a majority. Once Bengal seceded— or rather, 
once the Pakistani army decided to secede from the majority of the 
population (laughter) — then the minorities within Pakistan, the 
Pathans, the Baluchs and the Sindhis, felt more vulnerable than they 
had ever felt since 1947. They felt that the protection which they had 
enjoyed at least potentially had now been removed. The Bhutto 
regime unfortunately made a very, very serious error in the case of 
Baluchistan; and this is what confronts General Zia-ul-Haq's regime 
today. 

Now I come to the movement for the restoration of democracy 
which has grown up in Pakistan, which is, essentially, an alliance of 
most of the major political parties in that country. Their central demand 
is a return to the 1973 Constitution. Of course, there is no doubt that 
even that would be a big leap forward from the mediaeval monstrosity 
that exists today. The problem is that a return to the 1973 Constitu- 
tion is no longer enough. The reason it is no longer enough is that the 
regime of Zia-ul-Haq has brought national oppression to the forefront 
once again, by the way in which it operated in Sind. The province of 
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Sind felt, and understandably so, that it was being occupied by an 
alien army. 

Ever since the military coup, the part of the country which has 
most felt the whip of the army has been the province of Sind. There 
were more army divisions there than in any other province, and they 
were in the interior of Sind. The way in which they operated inside 
that province was such that it was bound to create a movement 
sooner or later. There were many of us, myself included, who stated 
that oppression in Pakistan is concentrated and can be seen in its 
purest form in the Sindhi province. There are villages where an army 
officer slaps a Sindhi in the face if he doesn’t salaam him. There were 
instances of Sindhi women students in rural colleges being raped. I 
don’t want to go into the details of all this: it has been quite accu- 
rately documented. However, even I did not expect the movement to 
rise up so quickly and so suddenly. The fact that it coincided with a 
call given by the movement for the restoration of democracy is 
accidental. 

Actually, this Sindhi national upsurge erupted of its own accord. 
It was not a plan decided upon by the movement for the restoration of 
democracy. They of course backed it— and that gave them the biggest 
strength they have had in that country since the movement was 
launched. Essentially the movement was launched because of a 
number of incidents; demonstrations were called. The cadres who 
were strong in building the movement were people who had been 
trained and developed by the Sindhi Awami Tariq, a group of social- 
ists aware of the national question, in the interior of Sind. If you want 
a sociological characterisation of the movement, it was essentially 
a very unique alliance between poor peasants and students in the 
interior of Sind. This then grew and developed and embraced some 
of the smaller towns and then spread to some of the bigger towns. 

Once this movement developed, the landlords, who have domin- 
ated politics in Sind, had a very clear choice. Many of them were 
beginning to negotiate with the army in any event behind the scenes. 
The importance of the movement in Sind is that it completely pulled 
the rug from under the feet of all these negotiations. The landlords 
had to make a choice: which way were they going to jump? Being 
in many cases rather cynical people, they decided to go with the 
movement, because they saw the support for this movement 
amongst the peasantry. 

So this movement, far from being one that was launched by the 
landlords, as has been stated in certain sections of the foreign press, 
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was actually a movement from below, which the landlords had to join 
to prevent their complete isolation. 

If you see the resistance of the peasantry, if you see how they 
fought, you begin to get a feel of this movement. They fought for 
many, many months. The way in which they fought was pretty pheno- 
menal. They were people who were largely unarmed, who were not 
used to consistent struggles of this sort- and yet the movement went 
on for months ... In some cases, there were instances of villages 
being bombarded, to take revenge for defeats which had been suffered 
by the army. 

Now the movement has been defeated temporarily because it 
didn't spread. There was a solidarity strike, a general strike in Quetta 
and other parts of Baluchistan. There were demonstrations by lawyers 
and women in Lahore . . . What would have made the movement 
completely successful is that if even two cities in the Punjab had 
erupted, Zia would have fallen. It is already common knowledge that 
leading representatives of the United States of America visited the 
country to interview his possible successors (laughter) — and they 
were worried. 

The briefing given by the British Foreign Office to journalists was 
clear. They said, “The situation in Sind is very serious, but we don't 
want this regime to fall because of the Russians in Afghanistan, and 
we are backing this regime." That is stated verbally by a Foreign 
Office spokesman in the unofficial briefing given to British journalists 
specialising in South Asia. They said, "We agree: Zia is a bastard— 
but he's our bastard" (laughter)— which is quite true. So they under- 
stood the importance of this. 

One of the things which this regime and its main backers in 
Washington want to prevent at all costs is its being overthrown by a 
movement from below. So, they wanted to pre-empt such a movement. 
Precisely in order to pre-empt it, there is much talk these days of a 
general election in 1985. A general election--but an election in which 
all the members of the People’s Party or its leaders, or anyone who 
has been associated with the People's Party over the last ten years, 
cannot be allowed to participate. Now if you talk about having an 
election in which the main political party with the largest degree of 
support and the largest two provinces in the country is not allowed 
to participate, then that election becomes a complete sham and a 
charade. Even if they are stupid enough to do that, it will backfire; 
because once you permit some parties to agitate and not others, you 
open the door a tiny bit. Once you open the door a tiny bit, it can be 
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kicked wide open, you see. That’s what has happened in that country 
on previous occasions. So they have real problems . . . 

If they don't allow any elections and carry on like this, that, too, 
is impossible— because there is a limit to how many lies you can tell. 
The fact that Zia is an unmitigated liar is proved by the record. You 
know: "Elections within 90 days"— "postponed for another six months." 

. . . After another six months, "Elections will take place within the next 
year". . . What happens the next year? "I had a dream in Quetta, and 
in this dream the Almighty appeared to me and told me that elections 
and Islam don’t go together" (laughter). But why did it need a dream 
to tell you that, if you say you’re a good Muslim? Why hadn’t you 
realised this before? What had happened to the ulema? In fact, there 
was no dream, and no Almighty. The four senior Corps Commanders 
of the Pakistan army told him that if he allowed an election, there 
would be trouble within the army. So elections were not allowed. 

The political process which characterises Pakistan today is an 
attempt by the generals and the Pakistani ruling elite to pre-empt a 
movement from below. That's why Benazir Bhutto is sitting in London 
today. That's why negotiations are taking place, sometimes behind the 
scenes, and quite openly now. General Arif has called on senior poli- 
tical leaders to discuss with them the process of transition from a 
military to a civilian regime. Arif is sort of de facto Prime Minister 
of the country. 

The point is that this will not solve the problem. If the politicians in 
Pakistan who are waiting behind the scenes, oiling their moustaches, 
ready to re-occupy the seats of power once again, if they come into 
power once again, whoever they are, then exactly the same thing 
happens: that the masses expect a lot— and, In fact, get nothing. Then 
you have another military regime, and this cycle of dictatorship, repres- 
sion, mass movement, elections, civilian government, dictatorship, 
repression— carries on. . . Then this time the process of Balkanisation 
of that country will become unavoidable. 

As it is, the generals are very lucky in the sense that the interna- 
tional situation has aided them If you had in Iran a secular democratic 
republic, rather than a clerical tyranny, and this secular democratic 
republic had granted democratic rights to the Baluch in Iran, the 
effect of that on Pakistani Baluchistan would have been immediate. Or 
if you hadn't had a messy situation in Afghanistan, the effect of this 
regime within the North-West Frontier Province in Pakistan would have 
been very, very immediate. The national question would have become 
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uncontrollable. Those two areas were held back by what was going 
on at their borders. Sind was not held back. That is why the erup- 
tion in Sind has to be seen for what it is: the most serious warning 
yet to be administered by a section of the population to a regime in 
power, declaring that the writing is on the wall. 

The other reason that it did not succeed was that the repression 
was pretty savage. The casualty figures which reached me four days 
ago said that the total number of deaths were just under a thousand. 
One thousand sixty-five persons were seriously injured, some of 
them permanently maimed; several thousand Sindhi activists are in 
prison; most of the leaders of the uprising are being kept in special 
prisons in Baluchistan in near-freezing conditions with very, very 
inadequate medical facilities— in the hope, of course, that they will 
succumb. That has happened before in that country. 

Now defeats can be very demoralising, and can set back a move- 
ment for decades. The question is this, and it is not unimportant: who 
Is the defeat administered by? When people are defeated by a govern- 
ment led by political parties in which they have placed their trust, 
then the impact of the defeat is to demoralise them for a long period 
of time. For example, if a Left Government shoots two hundred workers 
during a strike, the effect of that is much, much greater than if it is 
done by a military regime— from whom people expect this sort of thing. 

My own reading of the situation Is this: the defeat inflicted on the 
Sindhi National Movement is not of a character to keep it down in- 
definitely, or for six or seven or ten years. This movement will, In fact, 
rise again; and it will rise again very, very rapidly. This has been an 
experience for the people, it has taught them a lot about the character 
of the regime, about how it fought; and about how they need to fight 
in order to win. 

The second thing noticeable in the present situation is that, even 
within the Punjab, there is little support for the regime. People who 
doubt this should ask themselves this question: if this regime had 
support in the Punjab, if the people supported them, the simplest 
thing to do would be to organise an election and float a civilian 
political party. 

You know, this is becoming a speciality in Bangladesh: the 
General’s Party. Then they could have the General’s Party and 
organise a General's Election (laughter). And then the General’s Party 
will win that election, if it has some support. But they don't do that. 
They run away like crazy from the electoral process itself — which is 
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indicative, most indicative, of the isolation which this regime faces. The 
situation in the Punjab is not that there is support for the regime: the 
situation is that people have not yet reached the stage where they are 
prepared to give up their lives to overthrow it. That is the difference. 
When that stage is reached, the regime will fall. That is precisely what 
they are trying to prevent, at the present moment. 

All possible support needs to be given to the movement for the 
restoration of democracy. Mass support, even when it erupts 
spontaneously and on its own, is not sufficient unless there is some 
political instrument behind it to take advantage of what has happened; 
and to provide some alternative. 

This is where the problems lie. This is where some serious efforts 
will have to be made, to amend the Constitution of 1973 and to actually 
return to the terms of the 1940 Resolution, the Pakistan Resolution of 
1940, which recognised de facto and de jure that Pakistan would bo a 
Confederation of States. I think it is far better to go back, not to 
utilise the sixty per cent majority which the Punjab enjoys, but to 
accept an equal partnership with the provinces of Sind, Baluchistan, 
Pakhtoonistan and the Punjab. It needs a very brave political party to 
take the bit between its teeth and just go cihead with this. 

The second thing which needs to be fought for is secularisation. 
You can see why this has not been a popular demand in that country; 
because if a state has been created on a totally confessional basis, 
then to talk in defence of secularism almost amounts to treason. 
People say that “if you want to create a secular state here, then what 
was this state created for?" This is not, as I said earlier, an irrelevant 
question; but nonetheless history has moved on. We have to put this 
demand forward, and fight for secularisation. 

Here, again, I think a point needs to be made. 

It is not the case that the population of Pakistan, including that of 
the Punjab, is composed essentially of people who have gone mad or 
who have become religious fanatics. That isn't the case at all. In fact, if 
one were to analyse the effect of the regime's utilisation of religion in 
the country, I would say that this has had the effect of creating a sub- 
terranean secular culture. I think this is what is taking place in 
Pakistan; many people are disgusted by what is being done in the name 
of religion— even though they themselves happen to be believers. They 
are nonetheless disgusted at the political use which is being made of 
religion; and they are saying quite openly: “Religion in the mosque, 
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religion at home; not religion in the streets and not religion at the 
centres of power." 

It is a very interesting feature of the Sindhi national movement 
that they didn't even use a slogan which is almost a cultural more 
than a religious slogan. n Narai tak bi Allah upar " was not shouted, 
according to all the reports we received. It may have been shouted in 
one or two villages; but in all the big demonstrations the slogan which 
was chanted was a slogan which is, in effect, a similar slogan but 
expressing a political demand: " Narai Sind, Jiye Sind." That was the 
slogan which they chanted instead; and this was an indication of the 
mood in that particular province. 

Now the other thing which particularly journalists from India 
should be aware of is the following. It is very interesting that journalists 
ore being allowed in, from all parts of the world, after the movement 
in Sind has subsided (laughter). The General, of course, Is quite an 
effective public relations officer. He is not a fool. He is quite an 
astute manipulator, and he can take people in. 

This period in Pakistan which we are passing through now is 
going to be a very short spell; and some of the more intelligent peo- 
ple within the army are perfectly aware of this. It is an interim period. 
In my opinion, I would say that by the beginning or the middle of 
1985, you will begin to see the growth, the eruption of political move- 
ments and social movements in Pakistan once again. People will not 
permit a permanent brutalisation of the country's political culture. 
They will not accept a situation where, in the name of religion, insti- 
tutionalised brutality is perpetrated on all sections of the population — 
especially on women, who have been amongst the worst sufferers by 
the laws and the punishments which have been passed by this mili- 
tary regime. 

The last point I wanted to make is the following one: It is very 
interesting to see the change of attitude that has taken place to this 
regime, following the Russian intervention in Afghanistan. Whatever 
the rights and wrongs of that intervention (I have my own particular 
views on it), there can be no doubt that since that intervention the 
West has moved into Pakistan in a very big way. This is the same 
West which had not lifted a finger in practice to prevent the last 
elected Prime Minister of the country from being hanged after a trial 
which was a judicial farce, as every foreign observer had stated. 

The reason I am saying this is that there is now a very strong 
vested interest in preserving some form of military regime— possibly 
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with a civilian facade, if necessary— as far as the West is concerned. 
That is their aim. They say it quite openly that "the General has to 
be backed." I don't say that they will necessarily intervene militarily 
to prevent the regime from falling; but every other possible interven- 
tion has been made, and is being made, to prevent the military rule from 
ending. They are not particularly interested in Zia as an individual; 
it’s foolish to concentrate on his personality. They are interested 
mainly in seeing that the army plays a central role in whatever happens 
in Pakistan over the next two years. That is why support from the 
democrats for the democratic movement, from regimes all over the 
world, regardless of who they are, becomes very crucial. 

I just want to tackle one question here, head-on. Lots of my 
friends in India, as you can imagine, are not particularly friendly to 
the Congress Party (laughter). They have criticised me for saying that 
Mrs. Gandhi was right to speak up on Pakistan; and that that did have 
an effect inside the country. I stand by my statement. Why shouldn’t 
she? Why should the leader of another country, especially one In 
which democratic rights exist, not criticise a military dictatorship 
when it is committing barbarism and massacring large numbers 
of people, as happened in Sind? No one objects when the main 
leaders of the Western world go on about democratic rights here, 
there or everywhere else. People accept this as part of the world 
reality. You know, Reagan makes speeches saying, "We are doing 
this to defend the democratic rights of people in Poland, or Afghan- 
istan"- not in Central America! (laughter). In any case, whatever they 
do, people accept this and say, "Well, it’s true, there are no democratic 
rights in these countries" and so on. Why not Pakistan? Why 
shouldn’t public demands be made for the re-establishment of 
democracy by people who say that they believe in democratic norms? 

Nor do I believe that this has damaged the democratic movement. 
That is another argument which, it should be said, is essentially being 
put forward by those politicians who have secretly been negotiating 
with the army. They say the reason the movement didn't spread to 
the Punjab is that Mrs. Gandhi interfered. That is a lot of rubbish! 
The speech of a single politician is never of strong enough quality 
to stop or build movements. It's an extra bonus that someone 
defends the democratic movement. On its own, it has absolutely nil 
impact, whoever makes it, whether it is Mrs, Gandhi or President 
Reagan or whoever. The material basis for such a movement or for 
the non-existence of such a movement exists in that country itself. . . 

People who were being killed were of course extremely pleased 
that some world leaders had spoken up on their behalf at a time when 
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there was a certain silence in the rest of the world. So I don't think 
that these arguments are serious, and they should not be accepted. I 
think it would be far better if other people elsewhere in the world also 
took up the cause of the Pakistani people— who have now been under 
a very, very brutal military regime for a long time, from 1977. This 
is the worst military regime that country has ever had. 

Now, you have a situation where it is endsgame. How long can it 
go on? I mean, you have tried everything: Field Marshal tslam, General 
Heroin, Brigadier Repression — all have been tried. Heroin is now on 
easy sale. Drink is banned in Pakistan, but you see Islam doesn't 
forbid the sale of heroin. You can buy it in little packets outside 
Peshawar. The number of officially registered heroin addicts 
during the Bhutto years within the town of Karachi, the largest town 
in Pakistan, was thirty-five. The number of registered heroin addicts 
in Karachi today is ten thousand. . . Ten thousand! And this is a trade 
that is openly patronised by generals, because in a situation of martial 
law you can't have it unless it is patronised by generals. Lots of bank 
accounts in Switzerland and in Spain are getting very full, no doubt, 
for the day when these people will have to leave. I mean, I understand 
that they need a pension but this is going a bit far (laughter). What I 
resent is that in order to do it they are playing with the lives of people. 

This ties in with the other problem which Zla will confront: 
corruption inside the Pakistan army today has reached unbelievable 
heights. I know that you in India are not completely alien to the notion 
of corruption, because my friends tell me sometimes that it exists 
here as well (laughter). But in Pakistan the level of corruption in the 
army has now reached a hierarchy— where from a lieutenant to the 
general they all make money, as best they can. Now this is not a funny 
thing, because it gives the army a vested interest in not returning to 
the barracks. If they have replaced those who traditionally received 
money In bribes, then it makes it more of a problem. 

People say, "But is there not a radical current inside the army?" 
Well, if it exists, it is so efficient that it has hidden itself very well- 
in which case, best of luck to it. I don't think it exists, but we hope it 
does, who knows? What certainly does exist is a layer of officers, 
junior and not so junior, who regard Zia as soft, who believe that there 
should be a further purge of Fifth Columnists. And when you say, 
"What do you mean by Fifth Columnists?" they say, "teachers, trade 
unionists, communists, intellectuals" (laughter)— in other words, 
everyone who accepts some form of secular values. And they attack 
Zia. They say, "Look, all these problems of dissent, political parties, 
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we could eliminate them once and for all if you just give us the green 
light to have a blood bath, as they did in Indonesia. We'd wipe these 
people out and we'd then create a regime on the Saudi model." When 
you study some of the things they write (because they are now actually 
beginning to put pen to paper), what they are even beginning to do 
is develop military strategy. Think of it, military strategy in a nuclear 
age, based on a very simplistic reading of mediaeval Islamic history. 
It’s unbelievable! 

I think hope lies in the people of that country. The problem 
is that people get tired, and you can't blame them for getting tired. 
They have agitated now on many, many different occasions. From 
November 1968 to March 1969 to get rid of the Ayub dictatorship; then 
the Bengalis had to fight a long civil war to get rid of the military 
occupation of their particular country; then the Baluch had to fight a 
two-and-a-half year war to defend their democratic rights after their 
elected government was overthrown; then the Sindhis have just fought 
a four-and-a*half month struggle against the military occupation of 
their country. So it would not be too surprising if, through a sort of 
continual cycle of struggles which have taken place in Pakistan, they 
did get tired. But despite that fact, that is where hope resides. 

If any fundamental change is to take place in Pakistan— and In my 
opinion that is the only way to maintain this country as it has existed 
since 1972— then some major fundamental change will have to take 
place. Both the Sindhis and the Baluch are saying, "Why should we 
pay taxes for this army in which we aren't represented at all?" You 
know, against the Bengalis there was that old mythology utilised by 
the British: the mythology of martial races. The Bengalis were not 
supposed to be a martial race, so they were kept out of the army. You 
know, even if you accept that twisted logic of preventing recruitment 
to the army from the politically most advanced sections of the region, 
and base it solely on how tall men are, on that criterion who can argue 
that the Baluch are not a martial race? (Laughter...) And yet, even 
within the Baluch regiment of the Pakistani army, you have hardly any 
Baluch at all. The Kalaath Scouts have no one who comes from the 
Kalaath region. And you can multiply this. Similarly in the Sind Regi- 
ment, there are very few Sindhis, if any. There are one or two; hardly 
anyone on the level of officers. 

So obviously, the demand arises, "Why should we pay for this 
army?" After all, the Pakistani army is a unique army. It's the only 
army which has fought its most vicious and consistent battles against 
its own population. (Laughter. . ) And who can then blame this popu- 
lation for getting a bit upset and trying to take measures to prevent 
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this from happening again . . . It’s a fact! Bengal, Baluchistan, Sind: 
that’s the record so far. They can fight a few battles in the Gulf states 
where most of them have been leased to the Sheikhs, or in Saudi 
Arabia, but you know this is by and large where they have pitched 
their tents. This isn't an army defending the country against outside 
aggression, but it is an aggressive army whose main function over 
the last twenty to twenty-five years has been to attack its own 
people—// must be disbanded. 

A new Pakistan, if it comes into being, will have to do this — not 
simply because it is correct, which it is, but also because the amount 
of expenditure on defence in a country like ours is one of the outrages 
and scandals of our time. Countries which have little money in any 
case and where you have sections of the population living in extremely 
grim conditions, spend crores of rupees, countless crores, on build- 
ing up their defence . . . This is even more galling when it happens 
in a country where the army is used against the people themselves. 

Whatever else lies in store, General Zia is not going to have an 
easy ride for the next eighteen months or so, in which he occupies the 
position of Chief Martial Law Administrator and President of Pakistan. 
He is continuing to be isolated— the sooner he falls, the better. 



